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SITE DESCRIPTION: CONTAMINATED SOIL IN TANK FARM AREA NEAR VALVE 
BOX B-9  

SITE I D :  CPP-30  OPERABLE UNIT: 3-07 

WASTE AREA GROUP: 3 

I I. SUMMARY - PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE S I T E :  

T h i s  s i t e  was an area o f  r a d i o a c t i v e l y  contaminated s o i l  near  t a n k  farm va lve  
box B - 9  t h a t  was d iscovered by maintenance personnel Fn June 2, 1975. 
contaminat ion covered an area of approximately 400 ft and showed r a d i a t i o n  
l e v e l s  rang ing  up t o  1 R/hr. 
maintenance a c t i v i t y  i n  which r e s i d u a l  decon s o l u t i o n  f rom t h e  f l o o r  o f  t h e  
v a l v e  boxes contaminated personnel c l o t h i n g  and equipment. The contaminated 
c l o t h i n g  was brought t o  t h e  surface v i a  maintenance personnel. 
equipment t h a t  were p laced on b l o t t e r  paper cove r ing  t h e  ground sur face.  
paper was t o r n  when walked on, a l l o w i n g  t h e  contaminated m a t e r i a l  t o  c o n t a c t  t h e  
s o i l .  

The 

The Contamination was f rom a one-t ime p r e v e n t a t i v e  

C l o t h i n g  and 
Th is  
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SIGNATURES X PAGES: 

11. SUMMARY - QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF RISK: 

Due to the fact that the site has been excavated, the qualitative assessment of 
risk is low with a high overall reliability. I 

DATE: 

111. SUMMARY - CONSEQUENCES O F  ERROR: 

Current surface radiation surveys (ref. 3, 5) do not indicate surface radiation 
in this area, therefore any error would leave undetected contamination in the 
subsurface. Based upon process knowledge, only low level radiation would be 
expected in the soil. 
will not contribute significantly to the background radiation levels found in 
the tank farm. 

Compared to the balance of the tank farm units, this site 

Prepared By: 

I I V .  SUMMARY - OTHER DECISION DRIVERS: 

None. 
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Awroved By: Independent Revieu: 



7- - 

u 
n x  
.A 



I 



Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of 
operation associated with this site? I 

u O c k  i Answer: 

On June 2 ,  1975, CPP maintenance personnel were in the process of doing 
preventative maintenance (PM) work on waste valves located in tank farm 
underground valve boxes B-5  and B-9. 

500 mR/hr gamma. 
contributor to the later contamination problems. The valve bonnet assemblies 
removed from the valve boxes had blue lubricating grease on them and the 
extension handle universal joints were covered with a thin layer of rust. No 
other residual materials were noted on the valve bonnet assemblies. The work 
was discontinued and an area of approximately 2O’x 20’ near boxes 8 - 5  and 8 - 9  
was ribboned off by Health Physics. 

Work on the valve boxes resumed on June 3, 1975. 
was wetted with water to reduce the potential for dust. 
boxes B-5 and 6 - 9  was completed on June 5, 1975. All contaminated equipment was 
removed from the area. As a result of the maintenance operations, the 2O’x 20‘ 
ribboned area was contaminated as follows: near 6 - 9  box (approx. 1 R/hr beta & 
gama), rest of area (100 mR/hr beta & gamma to 1000 cpm). This contamination 
was probably from residual decon solution from the floor of the valve boxes that 
was brought to the surface via maintenance personnel clothing and equipment, 
and/or contaminated blue valve grease, or contamination from the valve bonnet 
assembly parts (bellows, plug, etc.) that were placed on blotter paper covering 
the ground surface. 
contaminated material to contact the soil. 

Contaminated dirt from the 20’x 20’ ribboned area was loaded into four 55 gallon 
barrels and sent to the RWMC. The above ground contaminated valve handles and 
pipe were decontaminated. 

u i x k  2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? L H i g h  -Med -Low lshaskonal 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 
Information was obtained from a Significant Operating 0ccurrence.Report (SOOR). 
Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? L Y e s  -No Ichackonal 

Personal communication with the originator of the SOOR. 

Decontamination work had been completed on 
~ these boxes by Operations and Technical department personnel. 
’ showed 6-9  to have the following radiation readings: 

Pre-work surveys 
10 R/hr beta & gamma and 

Box 8-5 had considerably lower readings and was not the miin 

The ribboned off ground area 
The valve PM job in 

This paper was torn cut when walked on, allowing the 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

UImk L sOURCES OF INFORMATION [check appropriate boxes 8 Swrce ntnber from reference L i s t )  I 
Yo avai lable information 1 1  
A m d a t a 1  [ I  
Histor ical  process data [ 1 
Current process data ( 1  
Areal Fhotographs 1 1  
Engimering/site drawings 1 
Unusual Occurrence Report [XI 1 
sunwry d o c m n t s  [ I  
f a c i l i t y  SOPS [ I  

Analytical data ( 1  
Docunentation about data [ I 

I 1  Disposal date 
Q.A.  data [ I  
Safety analysis report [ 1 
Dm report [ I  
I n i t i a l  assesyrrnt I 1  
Yel l  data [ I  
Constructicm data [ I  



Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation 
associated with this site? I 

Block i Answer: 

Contamination was from a one-time preventative maintenance activity with 
inadequate soil protection. There are no waste disposal processes associated 
with this site. 

B k k  2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? x H i g h  -Med -Low loheckonel 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND T H I S  EVALUATION. 

Information was obtained from a Significant Operating Occurrence Report (SOOR). 

B t X k  3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? &Yes -No ichsckonsl 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Personal communication with the originator of the SOOR (ref.2) 

~ l &  4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate boxles & swrce  nunber frm reference l i s t )  

Yo avai lable infonmtion 
Anecdotal 
Histor ical  process data 
Current process data 
Areal photographs 
E n g i m r i n g l s i t e  drawings 
ururuel occurrence Report 
Sumary d O c M n t s  
F a c i l i t y  W s  
OTHER 

[ I  
[ I  
t 1  
1 1  
[ I  
[ I  
[ X I  
[ I  
[ I  
tx1 

Amly t ica l  data 
Docvrrntation about date 
Disposal data 
P.A. data 
Safety analysis report 
D&O report 
I n i t i a l  assessment 
Y e l l  data t 1  
Construction data [ I  
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Question 3. Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migration? 
If so, what is it? 

L 

nioCk3  Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Y e s  -No (checkonel 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Personal communication with the originator o f  the SOOR (ref. 2). This area was 
re-surveyed in 1991 (12/20/91), per a request by WINCO Environmental Restoration 
(ref. 4). 

I Block 1 Answer: 

The soils were wetted with water to reduce the potential for windblown dust, and 
the contaminated soil was removed and sent to RWMC. Also, the 1990 and 1991 
surface radiological surveys (ref. 3, 5) did not detect any radioactive 
contamination in this area above background levels. 
the contamination has migrated from the site. 

There i s  no evidence that 

~ 

w d  4 SOURCES O F  INFORMATION (check appropriate boXle6 b source -r frm reference l i s t )  

YO available informstion 
&-dotal 
Histor ical  process data 
Currmt process data 
Areal photographs 
En(lineeriM1/Sitc drawings 
unusual Occurrence Report 
Surmsry dOcun?ntS 
F a c i l i t y  SOPS 
OTHER 

1 1  
1 1  
t 1  
t 1  
t 1  
1x1 
[ X I  
[ I  
[ I  
[ X I  

3 .  5 
1 

2 

Analytical data [ X I  4 
Docmentation e h t  data I I 
Disposal data [ I  
O.A. data [ I  
Safety analysis report t I 

[ I  DLD report 
I n i t i a l  assessment [ I  
Yel l  data [ I  
Construction data t 1  



Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list 
the sources and describe the evidence. 

BiKk  1 Answer: 

There is no evidence that a source exists at this site. 
stated that the contaminated soil was loaded into four 55 gallon barrels and 
hauled to the RWMC. Also, the 1990 and 1991 surface radiological surveys did 
not detect any radioactive contamination in this area above background levels. 
Due to the limited extent of contamination, and the area that reportedly was 
cleaned up, no source remains. 

The SOOR (ref. 1) 

Block 2 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The SOOR stated that the contaminated dirt from the 2O’x 20’ ribboned area had 
been removed. The surface radiological survey is an annual practice. 

How reliable is/are the information source/s? L H i g h  -Med -Low ishsaonsi 

n i w k  3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? L Y e s  -No ichactone) 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

The results of the 1990 and 1991 surface radiological surveys (ref. 3, 5) did 
not detect any radioactive contamination in this area above background levels. 
This area was re-surveyed in 1991 (12/20/91), per a request by WINCO 
Environmental Restoration (ref. 4). 

Block4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es S swrce  n u h e r  f r m  reference l i s t )  

Yo avai lable information [ 1 
Anccdotsl t 1  
Histor ical  process data t 1 
Current process data [ I  
 real photoerephs t 1  
E w i m r i n g / s i t e  drawings [XI 3. 5 

S m r y  docunents t 1  
f a c i l i t y  SOPS t 1  
OTHER [ I  

Unusual Occurrence Report [XI 1 

Analytical data tx1 4 

Disposal data t 1  
D K m t a t i m  about data t I 

a.A. data [ I  
Safety analysis report t 1 
DILD report t 1  
I n i t i a l  assessmnt I 1  

~~ 

Y e l l  dnta [ I  
Construction data [ I  



Quest ion  5 .  Does s i t e  ope ra t i ng  o r  d isposa l  h i s t o r i c a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  a l l o w  
e s t i m a t i o n  of t h e  p a t t e r n  of p o t e n t i a l  contaminat ion? I f  t h e  
p a t t e r n  i s  expected t o  be a s c a t t e r i n g  o f  h o t  spots,  what i s  t h e  
expected minimum s i z e  of a s i g n i f i c a n t  ho t  spot? I 

- 
Block 2 How r e l i a b l e  i s / a r e  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  source/s? x H i g h  -bled -Low i*la=kmsi 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND T H I S  EVALUATION. 

I n fo rma t ion  was r e p o r t e d  i n  SOOR #75-21. 

~ i o c r 3  Has t h i s  INFORMATION been conf i rmed? &Yes -No ichsd:onsi 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Personal communication w i t h  t h e  o r i g i n a t o r  o f  the  SOOR, ( r e f .  2) and t h e  r e s u l t s  
o f  t h e  1990 and 1991 sur face  r a d i o l o g i c a l  surveys ( re f .  3, 5 ) .  

Block i Answer: 

The SOOR i n d i c a t e d  an area of approx imate ly  2O’x 20’ t o  be contaminated. 
va lve  box B-9 t h e  contaminat ion  was approx imate ly  1 R/hr b e t a  & gamma, w h i l e  t h e  
r e s t  o f  t h e  area ranged f rom 100 mR/hr be ta  & gamma t o  1000 cpm. 
contaminat ion would have r e s u l t e d  f rom maintenance personnel wa lk ing  on thea  
ground su r face  a f t e r  hav ing been i n  t h e  va lve  box areas, as w e l l  as f rom 
contaminated equipment be ing  p laced on t h e  i t .  
contaminat ion f rom t h e  i n i t i a l  con taminat ion  event would have been a s c a t t e r i n g  
o f  h o t  spots .  
s o i l  had been c leaned up, these h o t  spots  no longer  e x i s t .  

Near 

The 

Thus, t h e  p a t t e r n  o f  

The s i z e  o f  these spots  i s  n o t  known. Since t h e  contaminated 

Block4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es b s w r c e  nurber frm reference l i s t )  

YO avai lable information 
Anecdotal 
Histor ical  process data 
Current process data 
Areal photographs 
E n p i m r i n g l s i t e  drawings 
unusual D c c u r r m e  Report 
s m r y  d o c m t s  
Foci I i t y  W s  
OTHER 

t l  
t 1  
[ I  
[ I  
I 1  
t X l  
[ X I  
1 1  
t 1  
[ X I  

3. 5 

z 

Analytical data [ I  
Doctanentation about data t I 
Disposal data t 1  
P.A. data t l  
Safety anelysis report [ 1 

t 1  
I n i t i a l  assessment t l  
Y e l l  data [ I  
Construction data 1 1  

080 report 



Ques t ion  6. Est imate t h e  l eng th ,  width,  and depth o f  t h e  contaminated reg ion .  
What i s  t h e  known o r  est imated volume o f  t h e  source? I f  t h i s  i s  an 
es t imated  volume, e x p l a i n  c a r e f u l l y  how t h e  es t imate  was der ived .  I 

L~ Answer: 

The SOOR s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  contaminated d i r t  f rom t h e  2O’x 20’ r ibboned area was 
loaded i n t o  f o u r  55 g a l l o n  b a r r e l s  and hauled t o  t h e  RWMC. 
o f  s o i l  removed, base$ on t h e  number o f  b a r r e l s  f i l l e d ,  would be approx imate ly  1 
i n c h  (assuming 1/4 yd  per  b a r r e l ) .  
and t h e  area was cleaned up, i t  does n o t  appear t h a t  a source remains. A l s b ,  
t h e  1990 and 1991 su r face  r a d i o l o q i c a l  surveys d i d  n o t  de tec t  any r a d i o a c t i v e  

The est imated depth 

Due t o  t h e  l i m i t e d  e x t e n t  o f  contaminat ion 

~ 

Block 2 How r e l i a b l e  i s / a r e  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  source/s? &High -Med -Low ishoskonsi 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND T H I S  EVALUATION. 

The a rea l  e x t e n t  and volume o f  con taminat ion  were taken f rom SOOR #75-21. The 
depth o f  con taminat ion  was c a l c u l a t e d  from t h i s  i n fo rma t ion .  

Block 3 Has t h i s  INFORMATION been conf i rmed? -Yes LNO ichsskonsl 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

moc* 1 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate boxles & swrce  n-r from reference l i s t )  I 
No avai lable information C I Analytical data [ I  

I Histor ical  process data t I Disposal data [ I  
I current process data t 1  Q.A. data [ I  

areal photographs t 1  Safety analysis report t I 
Engineeringlsite drawings [ I D&LI report t 1  
u~u+ual Occurrence Repert 1x1 1 I n i t i a l  assessment t 1  
sunnsry docunents t 1  U e l l  date t 1  
F a c i l i t y  Sops t l  Construction data t 1  
OTHER 1 1  

Aredota l  [ I  Docmentation a h t  data C I 



Question 7. What is the known or estimated quantity of hazardous 
substance/constituent at this source? 
estimate, explain carefully how the estimate was derived. 

If the quantity is an I 
LBLocki Answer: 

No contamination is believed to remain based on surface radiological surveys and 
timely cleanup action at the time of the maintenance work completion. 

B i d  z How reliable is/are the information source/s? &High -Med -Low Ishackonel 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND T H I S  EVALUATION. 

The SOOR stated that the contaminated dirt from the 20’x 20’ ribboned area had 
been removed. The surface radiological survey is an annual practice. 

B I O C ~  3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? L Y e s  -No ich-ronei 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

The results of the 1990 and 1991 surface radiological surveys (ref. 3, 5) did 
not detect any radioactive contamination in this area above background levels. 
This area was re-surveyed in 1991 (12/20/91), per a request by WINCO 
Environmental Restoration (ref. 4). 

Block 4 SOURCES O F  INFORMATION (check appropriate boxles S source n d x r  from reference l i s t )  r- 
Yo avai lable informetion 
Anecdotal 
Histor ical  process data 
current process data 
Areal photographs 
Engineering/rite drawings 
urusuel Occurrence Report 
Sunnary docunents 
Feci I i t y  S W S  
OTHER 

3 .  5 
1 

4 

Amlyt ica l  data [ I  
Docmnta t ion  about data [ I 
Disposal data [ I  
Q.A. data [ I  

~~ 

Safety analysis report [ I 
DKI  report I 1  

[ I  I n i t i a l  assessment 
Well data t l  
construction d a t a  t l  



Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is 
present at the source as it exists today? If so, describe the 
evidence. I 

B l o c k  1 Answer: 

There is no evidence that the source still exists today. The SOOR (#75-21) 
indicated that the contaminated soil was removed and hauled to RWMC. Due to the 
limited extent of contamination and that the area was cleaned up, no source 
remains . 
Also, the results of the surface radiation surveys conducted i n  1990 and 1991 
(ref. 3, 5) do not indicate the presence of radiation levels above background at 
this site. 

B l o c k  2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? L H i g h  -Med -Low (chsc*onsl 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The SOOR (ref. 1) stated that the contaminated dirt from the 2O’x 20‘ ribboned I area had been removed and the surface radioloaical surveys are an annual 
practice I 
Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? L Y e s  -No IcheckoDnsl 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

The results of the 1990 and 1991 surface radiological surveys did not detect any 
radioactive contamination in this area above background levels. This area was 
also re-surveyed a second time in 1991 (12/20/91), per a request by WINCO 
Environmental Restoration (Ref. 4). 

Block4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate boxes & source n&r from reference L is t )  

No available in formt ion  [ I 
Amrxlotal I 1  
Historical process data [ I 
Current process data [ I  
Areal photographs 1 1  
EnpineerirNsire drawings [XI 3, 5 
Unvsuel Occurrewe Repart [XI 1 
Sunnary docMents I 1  
F a c i l i t y  SOPS [ I  
OTHER [ I  

Analytical data 
Docunentation about data 
Disposal data 
O.A. date 
Safety analysis report 
DBB report 
I n i t i a l  assessnent 

L 

Yel l  data I 1  
Cmstruction data [ I  
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3' IDAHO CHEMICAL PROGRAMS - OPERCTiCNS 3 F i l C Z  . -  - 

: * c i f v * * r  8 . 1 i i r r ~ t  t c ~ o f r ~ c * i  I I  r c r i  c c  O C C Y ~ V I K I :  

h'aefe t r a n e f e r  lines and j e t s  a s s o c i a t e d  hT..ith boxes B-5  2nd R-9 hnd been isclnccd via 
dacger zags and t h e  sys tem vas n c t  i n  use.  

:::inue 3n arrached D q e .  



- -  ConcJz.i=a:ed d i r z  frc3 the  20' :; 25' r ibboned  a r e ~  YES I C E ~ &  L-:o E O ~ :  3:  :?.I.lo?. b a r  
These  b a r z e l s  w i l l  b e  hau led  t o  t h e  b u r i d  g r o u n d .  ?!IC 3bove Z T X A  ccctaaixzsi .>al.r. 
h a n i l e s  and p i p e  vere decontaminatad v i t h  aechy lch lo ;  wkic5  6id 2 gcod j o b  oi r e m x k z  

c: 
t 

1 .  i l * , l  :j.*lC'lri L C T I 1 "  ..o,P*!,: 

Suture wcric on tank f a n  v a l v e s  s h o u l d  i x l u d e  the fo i lowixz :  

a. b c e  t h e  above ground e x t e n s i o n  h a n d l e  a n g l e  i r a n s  a r z  czf, t h e  v a l v e  i landi rs  .in\< 
any o t h e r  p i p e  o r  permanen: equipmenc such JS riser cc7:ers S~O. . ILU 3 2  C T ~ : ? ~ ~ . :  Y:::. 

piasric. 

Re-emphasize need f o r  r e s p i r a t o r  evaluation. 

. . .  . 

b. 

c. Removed valve bonnet a s s e m b l i e s  s h o u l d  b e  immediately bagged and talccn t o  t!ie 
decon room b e f o r e  t h e  e x t e n s i o n  h a n d l e  yokes are removed. 

d. Blccter p a p e r  had been used b u t  vas c u t  by rocks  when s t epped  on. Plywsod cove rx i  
with several  l a y e r s  o f  b1o:ter pape r  shou ld  be placed on the ground nczr  t h e  vz .1 . :~  
boxes where t h e  men can s t a g e  from ( u n d r e s s ,  bag valves. pass  t o o l s ,  e r c . ) .  

Cont inue on a t t a c h e d  page. 

I .  e r : ~ o ~ s t n i i t r ?  I O #  c m i i c r ! v c  a c i l o ~  L : S I C M ~ ~  7 3 :  

I .  s i i ~ i i n  P ~ C V I O U S  a c c u n # c * c c : :  

J. G. L i n h a r t  

3 %  r*is  A r c c g s t * c * c i  o r  L P n i t i o u s  I Y C W I ,  

I #  s o .  .*II I S  :ribs a i c n ,  i ~ t  L P P I U X I M & ~ I  e c c ~ s a t ~ c i  IICPUCMCI I M I C ~ V A L '  

E 7 1 s  fg : I o  

s200.00 D c f I ~ r ~ f , l O  C > S I  Or O C C Y O I C ~ C C :  

1 3 .  I a ~ a : c ~ c * i  r v A i u & r i o * '  

Final c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n  seems a d e q u a t e .  



( C o n t i x e d )  

Four main tenance  p e r s o n n e l  v e r e  g iven  whcle  bodv counts  ?!ona?y ( 6 - 2 - 7 5 )  rf:ernoon. 
h o  of chese  same people  were  g iven  s e c c z a  whole body c o u n t s  on 6-3-75. 4 t h i r d  
whole body coun t  has  been r e q u e s t e d  o f  t h s e  s.ma YAY peop le  t h e  w - ~ k  of d - 3 - i j  and 
a Cecal sample h a s  been r e q u e s t e d  f r o n  one o f  them. The r e s u l t s  of t h c s s  samples  
and body councs showed t h a t  i n t e r n a l  doses  t o  t h e  people  involver!  were not s i e n i f i c . ~ r c  

Work on t h e  v a l v e  boxes resuned  on 6-3-75. i r e s h  a i r  r e s p i r a c o r s  were worn w h i l e  
do ing  t h i s  work. The rezoved  v a i v e  bonnrc a s sembl i e s  were d e c c n c m i n a t e d  i n  :Cc 
decon l o o n  p r i o r  to removing t h e  e x t e n s i o n  h a c d l e  yckes acd i n s : a l l i n g  tSen o : ~  t S e  
riev valves. The r ibboned off c o n c d n a t e d  ground aie:. was wetred  v i c h  TGacer. 

The v a l v e  PH l o b  i n  boxes B-5 and B-9 vas compir ted  on 6-5-75. All c o z t m i n a t s d  
eqnipment was removed from t h e  a r e a .  The 20 '  x 20'  r ibboned zioa was c x z a n i n a c e d  
as f o l l o w :  n e a r  8-9 box (x 1 X/hr ?+Y) ,  r e s t  of a r e a  (100 n r / h r  E+; to lC30 c / d .  
"!Iis above ground con tamina t ion  v;s found o n  v o r k e r s  c l o t h e s  and sone h z i  con tacced  
cbair s k i n .  T h i s  con tamina t ion  was p robab ly  f r o a  r e s i d u a l  deccn s o l u t i c n  :TO= t h e  
f loor  of t h e  v a l v e  boxes ,  con:aninated b l u e  v a l v e  gzease ,  o r  concaminac im f r m  :he 
-*alva bonzec asse=iI17 ? a r c s  (hellow;, ?1az, e t c . J  . . JLS  COcKadCatiOn Y ~ S  vcrj. ?., . 

fficu1:'to r ecove  once c o n t a c t e d  w i t h  t h e  s k i n .  



0 ;  ?::iX, C3R?ZCTT’.T :\CTr!\I ?xn?os:3: ( c o r . c i ~ u t ? ~ )  

a. The concretz l i p  of t h e  valve box access r iser  s h o u l d  b e  covered v i r h  b l o t t e r  p a ~ e r .  
!;OTE: P l a s t i c  s h o u l d  no t  be  used on :ne eround near  :hc v a l v e  h o s  riser ( r c f .  :tern 
i/d above and : / e ) .  I t  i s  t o o  siick and  could  l e a d  t o  a man fnlLi?K down t n e  r i se r  
lnco t h e  valve D i t .  e s n e c i d l v  i f  t h e  nerson ha9 shoe c o v e r s  on o r  t h e r e  is ere:ise 
on the u l a s t i c .  

f .  A copy of this SOOR r eoor t  wi:h t h i s  i n f o c m t i o n  will 5 e  p laced  i n  :Se t a n k  Zzm 
v a l v e  ?U f i l e  f o r  f u t u r e  r e f e r e n c e .  

3 .  7: is reco=.er.led t h a t  f o r  5~c:re :ank f am v a l v e  %or;:, zero [:,e?. oze 5 . 3 .  5 5  
;onside:-i f o r  c.ie j o b .  Cr.2 c o c l d  5, LSEC: : z  ;-ee- r n c k  of :he e::rosi:res .:rvi  .. +..e i o c i e r  < h e  r an tamina t ion .  
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'7 Y;es;inghouse Idaho '$9 Nuclear Company, Inc. 

MEMO OF CONVERSATION 

- &g- ._ -- 
Time Commitment Mace  Yes @El0 Date 

/ 7  -Ifid 7,' 
Oate - 
Person Calling ' J ;  M ~ J  w ' / C  L/&y) 5 Person Called 1 j 1 L ,;h* / 

/, 
-I 

Representing 1 L / / / L '  L U  Representing d / d L  c) 

Purpose 0 1  Conversation 2Lf . z ,  /Y T N  / p *95--2/ - .  
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ICPP.&lWSI 
(12.91) 

Site Locations within OU 3-07 with Rad Points 
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Westinghouse Idaho 
nuc1r.r C*mpan,. 1°C 

fCRM WNCO SWIX 110 901 HEALTH P H Y S I C S  S U R V E Y  R E P O R T  



Recommended Followup 

Skelch 

:ow Sen1 10: 
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